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with The Four-Party System: There’s something wrong with the following mosaic of the sitios scene 
been § —that is, if you believe in the two-party system. + al 
> sur. (1) Two days ago, Democratic Senator Eastland of Mississippi called for a crusade for states. rights. 
His theme, if not terminology, was only a little different from the plea just.a month ago, of Republican 


| Senator Jenner of Indiana. Yet Eastland did not refer to Jenner and Jenner hasn’t ppuliaty noted the 
ds out similarity between his views and those of the gentleman from Mississippi. 
velt’s (2) In the past 24 hours in the debate on foreign aid, Republican Representative Lewnenee. Smith 

of Wisconsin, launched a critical blast against the Eisenhower Administration’s foreign aid, bill. Across 
- the aisle (that is on the Democratic side of the floor), Representative Winstead (of Mississippi) rose a 
vi ’ 


few minutes later to virtually echo the Smith objections, while Republican Repepeontative. Javits of New 
ays of York defended the White House-supported measure. 


Ss and (3) Washington today is still talking of the recent bitter attack on Governor Dewey which came 
k, his from the lips of Mr. Richard Balch. It is true that this gentleman is a Democrat and head of that party’s 
state committee in the Empire state. But the smart boys are saying that Balch had one eye cocked on 
the old Taft following among N.Y. Republicans, who (like most of that element throughout the nation) 
chill literally hate Dewey as much as does Balch. Maybe Balch hoped that some of these discontented 
inued Republicans would stay home next November if Dewey runs again for Governor. 

(4) Who does Mr. Balch want to run against Dewey? Probably Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jes the 
rising hope of the Democrats for 1956. Yet such sentiments are scarcely shared by a Southern. Demo- 
cratic Senator, a great leader in his party. The latter, contemplating the possibility that F.D.R. Jr., 
r0kes- might win the New York Governorship and then go on to the Presidency in 1956, was heard to vow 
ssible he would return to private life if that happened. “If we get another Roosevelt,” he groaned, “one who 
Cais is even farther left than his father, then I’m signing off.” 


h our 
us to 


(5) A national GOP leader recently canvassed the sentiments of 72 Resalitien ieee members 
up for re-election next fall, across the country. He asked them if they wanted help from the, Citizens 
k up for Eisenhower organization which tub-thumps loudly for strict obedience to the program of Eisenhower 

: (or rather of the White House Palace Guard). Sixty replied ‘“‘no”; only twelve said “yes.” - 
ussian 


It is crystal clear — the two old parties are split wide open. We have a four-party system, or rather 
a four-party chaos, the usual thing in multi-party situations the world over. The stage is set for realign- 
ment of conservatives on the one hand, of “liberals” on the other. Yet not a prominent voice is lifted 
ussia) to point out the crying discrepancy of the present party setup. That’s really what’s worst in what’s 
wrong with this picture. 
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10Wer Not Merely Gossip: When Churchill landed in the U.S. last week, he expected that he would (as 
s who previously) be invited to address the two Houses of Congress. But he learned from U.S. diplomats that 
f dis- such an invitation would not be extended to him for a large number of members of Congress would 
conspicuously absent themselves from any such welcoming joint session, thereby creating an interna- 
tional incident. For a sample of congressional feeling against Churchill, note the acidulous speech of 
Senator McCarran on the floor of the Senate on June 28 which received little notice in the press. 


as he 
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@ ‘ Those who! know the long background of the Oppenheimer case give preponderant crédit to 
Atomic Energy Chairman Lewis Strauss for his determined battle over the past seven years to bring that 
scientist to book. The gallant former Admiral (friend of Hoover and Taft) braved the bitter opposi- 
tion atid’smearing of the “liberal” press, but did not falter in his stand against Oppenheimer. In the 
last 24 hours, he cast his vote at the head of a majority in the Commission to bar secrets from the 


scientist. .The decision is regarded here as a bad blow to the prestige of the “liberals” who fought tooth 
and nail to shield Oppenheimer. 


@ Curious but true, not one Tory official from Churchill up or down has criticized the trip 
ptojected by Labor party leaders to Red China. Former Labor Premier Attlee and now head of the 
Labor party, and Aneurin Bevan, left wing leader of the party, are slated for such a “goodwill” mission, 
In fact, the trip has the Conservatives’ support, since the Conservatives actually believe it is possible 
to swing the Chinese Red regime away from the Soviet orbit — in short, they hope that the regime will 


follow the example of Tito of Yugoslavia. It is reported that Attlee actually discussed the trip with 
Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden before announcing it. 


Harry Bridges: The recent decision of the Supreme Court quashing criminal proceedings by the 
Department of Justice to deport Harry Bridges for his Communist connections has focused attention 
on two aspects of the efforts of the government to do something about this labor figure. First is the 
spectacle of the United States government trying unsuccessfully for some fifteen years to rid the land 
of a man adjudged by both Executive agencies and Federal courts to have been a tool of the Kremlin 
and: yet boss of one of the nation’s most powerful labor unions. 


As'far back as 1940 a Secretary of Labor sustained a finding by an examiner of the Labor Depart- 
ment that Bridges should be deported for his Red affiliations. An Attorney General of the United States 
then sustained the Secretary of Labor, and an order deporting Bridges was issued. Then Bridges con- 
tested the order in the courts and after protracted proceedings the U.S. Supreme Court in June, 1945, 
cancelled the deportation order against Bridges on the grounds that the Attorney General had mis- 
construed the word “affiliation” in a Federal statute and that some evidence had been improperly received. 


Immediately Bridges applied for naturalization and in September of *45 was made a naturalized 
citizen! ‘The government forthwith started after him again — charging him with making false statements 
to the naturalization authorities. In 1945, Federal law imposing penalties for making false statements to 
such authority was governed by a Statute of Limitations of five years. In 1948 Congress foolishly 
amended this’ Statute of Limitations, cutting it down from five years to three. The government’s crimi- 
nal indictment of Bridges for lying to the naturalization authorities was returned in 1949 — less than 
four years after the commission of his offense. The issue before the Supreme Court in its recent ruling’ 
was whether the five year Statute of Limitations (which was in force when Bridges lied) governed or 
whether the three year Statute did. The highest tribunal held that the latter governed and so Bridges 
was again let off the hook of deportation although both a Federal District Court and a Federal Appeals 
Court had sided with the prosecution. 


Now the government is making a third try to get Bridges out of the country — a civil suit which 
has been kept in abeyance while the criminal case was being fought out. In its civil case the govern- 
ment is relying on Federal law which permits revocation of citizenship where it can be established that 
a naturalized citizen within ten years of his application for citizenship, belonged to an organization ad- 
vocating the overthrow of the government by force or violence. But the picture of the mighty U.S. 
government’ using up more than fifteen years in fruitless efforts to get Harry Bridges out of the country 
must amuse the Kremlin. Meanwhile, in Washington, the question is asked —- Why should there be 
any Statute of Limitations on perjury committed by an applicant for American citizenship? 


Fiscal Legerdemain: The Administration has asked Congress to provide $43,000,000 for grants to 
states for Unemployment Compensation and Employment Service Administration. From 1935-53 the 
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states have collected from employers and deposited to their unemployment compensation account with 
the government in Washington the huge sum of $21,628,000,000. During this period $12,067,000,000 
was disbursed back to the states to pay unemployment compensation, leaving a supposed balance of over 
$9,000,000,000 still in the government’s vaults. Why, then, should the Administration be requesting 
any more money — in this case, the comparatively small sum of $43,000,000 — for unemploy- 
ment compensation? 


Sound fiscal experts say it is necessary because the government hasn’t any balance of nine billion 
dollars in its vaults — that the whole system of unemployment compensation set up by the New Deal 
was fiscally unsound and essentially dishonest. When the states send in deposits to the government in 
hard cash they are promptly grabbed by the Treasury Department and used to pay the current costs 
of the government. In the place of the hard cash, the Treasury Department substitutes government bonds, 
and as interest accrues on those bonds it is paid by putting in more bonds. Thus the unemployment 
compensation fund of the states consists only of government 1.0.U’s. When disbursements are made 
back to the states, the government has two ways of raising the money: (1) it can ask Congress to appro- 
priate directly the sum needed; (2) or it can sell bonds. In either case the economic effect is to make 
another set of taxpayers replace it. When government bonds are sold to the public they, of course; : 
have to be ultimately redeemed and that is possible only by taxes. 


Thus money collected by the states from employers through special taxation is paid back to the 
states by collecting the money all over again through general taxation by the Federal government. The 
money raised is in fact collected twice, with the Federal government enjoying the unethical privilege 
of diverting money raised to pay for unemployment compensation to the current expenses of govern-’ 
ment. But, say fiscal experts, the system of unemployment compensation was designed to permit the 
government to spend more than it could otherwise do if elementary accounting ethics were. enforced 
blocking such a diversion of funds. Anyway, there isn’t a thin dime of actual cash in those nine billions 
of the states supposedly on balance with the Federal government. 


Disturbing Speculation: Our London sources report that not all is well behind Russia’s Iron Cur- 
tain — that something may take shape loaded with dynamite for a world that still doesn’t understand 
the trickiness of the Communists. Suppose a “liberation” was staged inside Russia that is faked. (Such 
an instance occurred this week in Guatemala, in the case of the short-lived “stooge” Diaz government.) 
It could then be announced to the world that the Communist regime has been overthrown and the press 
of the world would quite likely roar its approval. A “peace-loving democracy” installed, Moscow, could 
then make the gesture of renouncing the H-bomb, of proclaiming its willingness to disarm, and to entrust 
the guardianship of peace to a world government. 


At any rate the group in England calling itself the “Parliamentary Group for World Government” 
is becoming unusually vocal and its basic assumption is that Russia must be included in any world 
government. Once such a government as above described were created, the Communists and socialists 
of Europe and Asia could contrive our complete socialization as a nation and gain control of our re- 
sources and productive power. War between the Soviets and the U.S. would no longer be necessary 
because we would be firmly enmeshed in a political world of socialism. Our London sources say it would 
be well to be prepared for any dramatic announcements from Russia in the future, announcements 
that may conceal a plan to snare our sovereignty by the synthetic picture of a Russia professing readi- 
ness to beat her swords into ploughshares. 


Booklet Review: The Story of the Bricker Amendment, by Hon. Frank E. Holman. Published by 
the author. Reviewed by Clif Stratton. 

An illuminating exposé of how things get done in Washington — and how thereby men and plans 
get undone — is related in a pamphlet, more properly perhaps booklet, published recently by Frank 
E. Holman of Seattle, Washington. Mr. Holman, former president of the American Bar Association, 








has been a leader since 1948 in the fight to end writing of domestic (internal) law thru the treaty-making 
power of the President and the U.S. Senate — a power apparently now shared by the United Nations 
and its agencies. 


As such, Mr. Holman is in a prime position to relate the key episode — and its constitutional im. 
plications — in the gallant fight for the Bricker Amendment. 


“On February 25, 1953,” relates Mr. Holman, “more than a month after Senator Bricker introduced 
S.J. Res. 1 calling for a Constitutional Amendment... Mr. Schweppe .. . and the writer, had a personal 
interview with the President of the U.S. on this very question. At that interview the President made 
two propositions quite clear to us: First, that he was not in favor of treaties or international agree. 
ments overriding the Constitution of the United States, and, since under our constitutional procedure 
the matter of a Constitutional Amendment did not come to his desk for approval or disapproval he saw 
no reason for taking any position in the matter. 


“This view and position of President Eisenhower, as of February 25, 1953, was exactly the posi- 
tion of President Washington during the controversy over the original Bill of Rights. But Washington 
never changed his position in that regard and never took any part in attempting to influence the leg. 
islative procedure leading to the adoption of’ 6ur original Bill of Rights. 


“Nor did Washington protest that the Bill of Rights would tie his hands, altho its purpose and effect 
was to restrain both the President and the Congress in many vital aspects.” 


Holman then tells what happened when Eisenhower shifted his position. “Hence it is unfortunate 
to record — but it must be recorded — that except for the unconstitutional interference of President 
Eisenhower in a purely legislative process, an adequate Constitutional Amendment for the protection of 
American rights would have been approved by the Senate of the United States in February, 1954. 


“Not only did President Washington very properly take no part in the strictly legislative process 
of amending the Constitution, but no other President since his time had attempted to interfere actively 
in this purely legislative matter .. . 


“More recently, President Truman refrained from taking any part in the amendment limiting a 
President of the U.S. to two terms in office — altho this amendment was aimed directly at what occurred 
under the President’s immediate predecessor, who had shattered an unwritten constitutional precedent 
never violated by earlier Presidents. 


“In appraising the situation it should be kept in mind that President Eisenhower went much fur- 
ther than merely expressing his personal opinion. He undertook over and over again to tell the Senate 
what kind of a Constitutional Amendment he would accept and what kind he would not accept. In 
attempting to dictate to the Senate thru the device of delivering or addressing these communications 
to particular Senators who he need would and did present them to the Senate, he might as well have 
sent direct and formal messages.” 


Mr. Holman probably is correct in his sub-title, “The First Phase.” Next Congress will find the 
next phase on its doorstep when it meets to organize, in January, 1955. 


Mr. Holman’s treatise, The Story of the Bricker Amendment (First Phase) was published by Mr. 
Holman at his own expense. His 5,000 printing has been exhausted. Mr. Holman says that the Com- 
mittee for Constitutional Government, 205 East 42d Street, New York 17, New York, has taken over 
publication, and is running off 100,000 this week. $1.00 single copy; 2-8 copies 80¢; 10-25 copies 
75¢; larger quantity prices on request. 
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VOICE OF AMERICANS 
= By Eucene W. CasTLe 
nade 
ree: OR THE FIRST TIME in U.S. history, American propagandists abroad are as numerous as our accredited 
dure diplomatic representatives and their staffs, and actually occupy almost as much office space and 
SaW F housing facilities. 
In fact, these self-styled psychological warriors bid fair to supersede our diplomatic corps in im- 

Posi: portance. Already, our diplomats are all too frequently obliged to follow the Washington directives and 
2 press releases of the United States Information Agency and its overseas bureaucrats before they can make 

important moves and carry out recognized and effective diplomatic procedures. 
fect Unless, and until, the Congress calls a halt to this dangerous and unwarranted encroachment, our 

Ambassadors and Ministers may soon become robots, their every move masterminded by propagandists, 
nate | 2 unlike the “party line” political commissars attached to the Soviet armies! 
Fs This startling development and trend was uncovered by the writer on a recent three-month tour 


aa of the Near East and Europe. Wherever he went he found U.S. propagandists, in their zeal to assert 
their importance, overshadowing our accredited diplomats. For the most part, these people are incom- 
sais petents, incapable of holding down a cub reporter’s job on a country weekly. Yet, these: hordes of 
ively propagandists, supported by the American taxpayer, have been empowered to interpret American policy 
and to plot American strategy in local situations abroad! 


ng a Their efforts, as we shall see, have been grossly ineffectual. ae 
irred The encroachment of the U.S.I.A. on the once-proud diplomatic corps was illustrated. by a reveal- 
-dent ing photograph which appeared in a recent issue of the New York Times. It showed the entrance to 


the U.S. Information Agency offices in Copenhagen, Denmark. These offices are now located in the 


fur- brand new million-dollar U.S. Embassy in the Danish capital. They include the U.S.A. press and film 


i departments, an 8,000 volume library as well as a medium-sized auditorium. The Embassy also houses 


oa the organization employed by Harold Stassen’s giveaway Foreign Operations Administration. All this, 
es: of course, was approved by our Congress on the premise that it would help us to win friends in Denmark. 

Unfortunately, many Congressmen are influenced by what they believe to be their own political 
1 the future. In the Senate, influential Republican Senators, especially those seeking re-election, are con- 


stantly reminded that politics comes before patriotism and that they must be “rubber stamps” for the 
Mr. one-world spenders who still dominate the White House. 





ies HY, IN COPENHAGEN, do we have to supplement our normal and proper diplomatic establish- 
Bis ment with these costly and totally unnecessary “cultural embellishments”? 
Curiously enough the new embassy building, in which U.S.I.A. is so lavishly housed, appears to 
be making us a laughing stock in Denmark. According to the dispatch in the Times, accompanying the 
ae photograph, “the Danish public is somewhat stunned by the new, modernistic building that was opened 
UMAN 


here in late May. The Danes are skeptical about the resistance of the light, glass structure to the damp, 


grim Danish winters.” 
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Actually, what the Danes resent, like most Europeans, the writer interviewed on his recent trip, is 
the: introduction of an architectural style completely out of keeping with their architecture and traditions, 
a * 7 

N Paris, the writer ran into mati F renchmen who complain bitterly of still-to-be-completed housing 
I projects along both sides of the Seine. This development involves nearly four hundred apartments, 
built and completely furnished by U.S. taxpayers, for the sole occupancy of government payrollers in 
Paris. These are dubbed by people in Paris “Ike’s eyesores.” The French quite properly feel that the 
decor is more in keeping with Las Vegas than their beloved capital which they regard as the most 
beautiful city in the world. These housing projects in outward appearance are hideous, actually 
resembling egg crates piled on top of each other! 

Foreigners generally are overwhelmed with amazement at the lavish expenditures for the U.S.I.A, 
and other U.S. government excesses abroad. On his recent trip the writer talked with several hundred 
foreigners. They were from all walks of life, editors and opinion molders, businessmen, professional 
people, politicians and just plain citizens. Generally they agreed that the U.S.I.A. is not only a useless 
weapon in the fight against Communism but, more importantly, it is actually harmful to our best 
interests. Typical was the comment of a prominent Parisian businessman, René Allain, who has no 
particular love for Communists. 

“The naked truth,” he said, “is that all Europeans hate propaganda from any government, in- 
cluding their own. They totally disbelieve propaganda in any form because they have, and for many 
years, been propagandized to death. Your hordes of busybody press agents here in Paris and elsewhere 
throughout France, actually harm Franco-American relations, and more than you would believe.” 

‘Indeed, the memory of the infamous Herr Goebbels is still too vivid in the minds of all Europeans. 
And the continuing Communist barrage of “locally inspired” lies and deceit in France, Italy and else- 
where doesn’t make them much happier. 

Yet, our self-styled psychological warriors foolishly attempt to compete in this area. And with such 
little success that even the United Nations World, a magazine devoted to spreading one-world myths, 
largely at the expense of the long-suffering American taxpayer, was forced to admit it. 

| Writing from Paris, its editor, George Herald, declared that “all qualified observers agree that 
(the U.S.I.A.) cannot do the job” of competing with Soviet propaganda. 

“These information agencies,” Herald continued, “are needed to spread accurate news and refute 
Soviet lies about America, but their positive efforts, booklets, posters, movies, magazines — however 
beautifully done — are immediately discarded as what they are: propaganda. Europeans have been so 
overfed with this sort of material that its effect on them is negligible.” 


0 PUT IT BLUNTLY, the U.S.I.A. is an utter fraud, kept alive by incompetent bureaucrats and their 
i self-serving defenders who argue that since our Government is spending billions for defense it 
must spend hundreds of millions to “mold the minds of foreigners.” Nothing could be farther from 
the truth. The billions are being spent to protect Americans. The hundreds of millions are being spent 
to harm us. 

Now, as never before, scarcely a day passes without a stream of self-promoting press handouts spewing 
from U.S.I.A. headquarters in Washington, all attesting to its propaganda’s effectiveness abroad. Many 
of these press releases are inaccurate and all too many of them are completely untrue. This leads to a 
question: How can Americans expect the U.S.I.A. to tell the truth about us to foreigners when its spokes- 
men cannot tell the truth to Americans? 

















It must be conceded the U.S.I.A. gets a good press in several influential newspapers, particularly 
in Washington and New York. However, most foreign editors look upon the products of this agency 
with deep suspicion. ‘These editors view the U.S.I.A. as just another government propaganda outfit, 
and an ineffectual one at that. 

So ineffectual, in fact, that — at the height of the Communist-inspired furor in Europe last year 
about the atom spies, the Rosenbergs — the U.S.I.A. was completely unable to reply to the Communist 
mendacities about the spy case. 

One Paris editor, Boris Souvarine, has reported his attempt to obtain material with which to refute 
Red lies about the Rosenbergs. Believe it or not, he was actually forced to visit the U.S.I.A.’s elaborate 
propaganda establishment in Paris where he found “information specialists” — three large buildings 
filled with them — and all of them unable even to advise him! 

Little wonder then, that the French generally, including high prelates of the Catholic Church, were 
led to accept the Communist version of the Rosenberg case. 

This is described by labor columnist Victor Riesel as “the worst propaganda defeat in our history.” 
And the reason, Riesel added, is that many U.S. employees abroad “did not believe, or did not know, 
that the atom spies were guilty. Instead our information agency issued some very meager and incon- 
clusive material. They did not say that the atom spies were guilty.” 

What’s more, said Riesel, many of these employees “still believe Alger Hiss is innocent.” 


EW AMERICANS REALIZE that nearly 70 per cent of the ten thousand U.S.I.A. propagandists are 
foreigners. It follows that these foreigners owe no allegiance at all to our country or what we 

stand for, yet, they speak for our government. No other nation on earth would tolerate such a dan- 
gerous situation. 

Recently, Congressman Pat Hillings returned from Europe with the charge that many of our em- 
ployees abroad spend more time running down the U.S. with “inspired” stories about “McCarthyism” 
than they do about boosting our country. A startling commentary, indeed, on the type of people employed 
in agencies such as the U.S.I.A. 

Let’s visit the Amerika Haus in Frankfurt, Germany, to see what kind of material some of these 
employees are providing to foreigners. A few weeks ago, in just one section of the library, an American 
visitor noted these book titles: The Tragedy of the Chinese Revolution, by Harold Isaacs; A History 
of the Far East, by Harold M. Vinacke; Korea Today, by George McCune; Japan’s Emergence as a 
Modern State, by E. Herbert Norman; Peking Diary, by Derk Bodde; and The Future of Japan, by William 
Johnstone. The bulk of these books, on Oriental subjects, were by writers who were scarcely critical of 
the Chinese Communists. There were no books written by foes of Communism. And remember the cost 
of this U.S.I.A. “cultural center” is charged to the American people. 

At the U.S.I.A. film center and theater on the main business street of Athens, the writer last February 
picked up catalogues, in both Greek and English, listing documentary film subjects being offered for 
showing in Greece. Here are a few of the titles: “Acheson’s Speech,” “President Truman’s Address to the 
Congress,” “Truman’s Call Upon the Nations of the Free World to Arm for Peace,” “President Truman’s 
Inauguration,” ‘President Truman Reports on Korea,” “President Truman’s United Nations Speech.” 


URIOUSLY, although it has been rumored that General Eisenhower won the election in 1952, the 
U.S.L.A. in Greece apparently had not yet heard about it. 

Someone should tell Ike, and in plain language, that we have no U.S.I.A. in Switzerland. Many 

millions of dollars could be saved for the American people by eliminating the U.S.I.A. in Greece, 






Spain, Turkey, Belgium, Denmark and the Netherlands. There is no Communist menace within these 
countries. Stopping propaganda to those who are our friends would actually aid our standing with 
the peoples of these countries. They would, at least, stop thinking that we are so afraid of the eyjl 
men in the Kremlin that we must share our fears with our friends. 

Despite its long, lamentable and very costly record of continued failure and all too often indirect 
assistance to Communist agitators abroad, the United States Information Agency continues, year after 
year, to demand more and more millions from the Congress. Recently, when Propaganda Director 
Theodore C. Streibert appeared before a Senate Appropriations Committee, Senator Pat McCarran 
(D., Nev.) sounded -off thusly: 

“I have been on this committee for twenty years and I have not seen any results from the money 
we have expended. I should like to see it now.” “So would I,” replied Mr. Streibert, “it would be very 
good to have a total measure of results. We just don’t have it. We will never get it.” Mr. Streibert, 
perhaps accidentally, gave the correct answer. 






UR PRESENT U.S. Information Agency will never be effective for Americans because those who 
O operate the agency are too busy catering to the administration which happens to be in power. 
They are too busy “over-promoting” politicians in countries where there are no votes for them. More- 
over, they are too busy attempting to enlarge their already too big and unmanageable global establish- 
ment for press agentry. Also, they are too busy trying to assume the duties and responsibilities of our 
accredited diplomats abroad. They therefore have no time to “pinpoint” a job of good press relations 
for Americans and to confine that effort within the countries and places where our government needs 
and should have such support. 

Like the novice duck hunter, the U.S.I.A. descends upon the world scene loaded with the wrong 
kind of ammunition, and too many kinds of it. The U.S.1.A. shoots “wild” at the sight of the first 


pigeon crossing the horizon. Except in its own press releases for home and political consumption, the 
U.S.LA. scores no “hits” for Americans. 










For more than twenty years, and during the administrations of President Roosevelt, Truman and 
Eisenhower, the American people have been “conditioned” to accept government expenditures and deficits 
in the billions. Today, as in the past, the President and his chief spokesmen insist that only millions 
are spent for propaganda abroad and, in terms of government spending this is only a drop in the 
Atlantic Ocean. That is true, but what remains unsaid is that in terms of potential damage to our 
country and all of our citizens, the impact of the U.S.I.A. on most foreigners may, in the end, prove 
to be as dangerous as the force of a Texas tornado at the very height of its destructive fury. 

Americans need good press relations in some foreign countries and places. 


There is only one 
legitimate and effective way to accomplish this. 


Abolish the U.S. Information Agency. In its place 
establish a small, expertly staffed news bureau run by experienced professional newspapermen. This 
bureau belongs in the Department of State because that department is, in reality, the only recognized 
voice of Americans to all foreign governments and peoples. When we stop being propagandists we can 
hope to begin influencing foreigners and extending our friendships abroad. 
too grim to wait for another election to do this.) 







(Actually, the times are 










Eugene W. Castle: former newspaper reporter, newsreel editor, founder of Castle Films, world traveller and observer. 
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